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Greater Los Angeles County IRWM Region 
Comments Related to the Prop 84 Draft IRWM Program and Future Guidelines 
 

1. As DWR prepares the guidelines that would ultimately be used for IRWM regions 
to apply for grant funds, it is critical that DWR recognizes the existing established 
IRWM regions in the State.  This recognition should include a clear definition of 
what DWR considers to be a region.  The absence of such recognition and 
definition has the potential to lead to confusion, duplicative and overlapping 
IRWM efforts that would result in wasted resources and time for the existing 
established IRWM regions and DWR. 

 
2. In the Prop 84 identified funding areas that contain multiple established IRWM 

regions, attempts are being made to identify a methodology to allocate the Prop 
84 funds to the established IRWM regions within the funding area.  However, 
requiring the established IRWM regions to agree on a methodology has proven 
to be a challenging effort that could ultimately end up with politically fraught 
results.  Therefore, we recommend that the final IRWM program and guidelines 
describe a more politically neutral and equitable alternative to apportioning the 
Prop 84 grant funds. Our recommendation, which is based on the initial funding 
precedent in the Prop 84 bond language, is that each established IRWM region 
within a funding area receive a fixed base allocation with the variable amount 
based on population within the established IRWM region. 

 
3. Prop 84 requires competition in the process to select projects for grant award.  

With a resolution as to how to allocate Prop 84 funds within a funding area, 
established IRWM regions’ project selection and prioritization processes would 
serve as the competition process meeting the intent of Prop 84.  The Greater Los 
Angeles County Region is finalizing its project selection and prioritization process 
that has a competition framework and more importantly, it is structured to meet 
the specific needs of the region.  Therefore, we recommend that the Prop 84 
guidelines for implementation grants include performance requirements for the 
development of project selection and prioritization processes in IRWM regions 
and that they recognize the competition inherent in those processes. 

 
4. Administering the IRWM program at the IRWM regional level is a very resource 

intensive and expensive endeavor.  Therefore, we recommend that the IRWM 
program guidelines identify a process to provide Prop 84 funding to established 
IRWM regions to finance their annual cost of administering the IRWM program.  
The guidelines could establish performance benchmarks that regions must meet 
to receive funds for administrative expenses. 

 
5. The current implementation grant contract form contains requirements that place 

extraneous and burdensome liability on organizations that are acting as grant 
recipients for an IRWM region.  We urge DWR to provide flexibility in its grant 
contract including allowing projects proponents to be parties to that contract. 

 


